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PER CURI AM

Martez Colenman was convicted after a jury trial of
menbership in a conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute and
to distribute cocaine base and powder, in violation of 21 U S. C
8 846 (2000), possession with intent to distribute cocaine base, in
violation of 21 US C § 841 (2000), killing, or counseling,
commandi ng, inducing, or procuring, and aiding and abetting in a
killing while involved in a 21 U S.C. 8§ 841 offense, in violation
of 18 U S.C. § 2 (2000), 21 U S.C § 848(e)(1)(A) (2000), and
using a firearmin a drug crine or crine of violence, nurder, and
aiding and abetting in nurder, in violation of 18 US C § 2
(2000), 18 U.S.C. 8 924(j) (2000). Coleman was sentenced to life
sentences for these offenses. Coleman has tinely appeal ed.

On appeal, Col enan asserts that the district court erred
by (1) allowing the Governnment to bolster the testinony of two
Government witnesses; (2) permtting the Governnent to introduce a
W tness’ testinony that effectively puni shed Col eman for exerci sing
his right toremain silent; and (3) denying his Fed. R Cim P. 33
motion for a newtrial. W reviewa district court’s evidentiary

rulings for abuse of discretion. General Elec. Co. v. Joiner, 522

U S 136, 141-42 (1997). A district court’s denial of a Fed. R
Cim P. 33 notion for a new trial is also reviewed for abuse of

discretion. United States v. Arrington, 757 F.2d 1484, 1486 (4th

Gir. 1985).



Following careful review of the record, we reject
Coleman’s clains as neritless. The testinony of the two wi tnesses

in question was not inpermssibly bolstered, United States v.

Lews, 10 F.3d 1086, 1089 (4th Cr. 1993); Coleman’s right to

remain silent was not infringed by the testinony of another

witness, United States v. Whitehead, 618 F.2d 523, 527 (4th Cr.
1980); and Coleman failed to satisfy the requi renents necessary to

receive a new trial, United States v. Chavis, 880 F.2d 788, 793

(4th Cr. 1989).

Accordingly, we affirmCol eman’ s convi cti on and sent ence.
W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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